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ABSTRACT 

The Motivation to Read Profile (MRP) is a 
public-domain instrument designed to provide teachers with an 
efficient and reliable way to assess reading motivation qualitatively 
and quantitatively by evaluating students' self-concept as readers 
and the value they place on reading. The MRP consists of two basic 
instruments: the Reading Survey (a Likert~type, self report, 
group-administered instrument), and Conversational Interview (which 
is administered on an individual basis). Item selection for the MRP 
was based on a review of research and theories related to motivation 
and included an analysis of existing instruments designed to assess 
motivation and attitude toward reading. The Reading Survey instrument 
can be administered to an entire class, a small group, or an 
individual, while the Conversational Interview is designed to be 
conducted on an individual basis. Information derived from an 
analysis of the results of the MRP can be used to plan instructional 
activities that will support students in their reading development. 
(Contains 36 references. Appendixes present the Reading Survey, the 
Conversational Interview, teacher directions for both instruments, 
scoring directions for the Reading Survey, and a scoring sheet.) 
(RS) 
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About the National Reading Research Center 



The National Reading Research Center (NRRC) is 
funded by the Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement of the U.S. Department of Education to 
conduct research on reading and reading instruction. 
The NRRC is operated by a consortium of the Universi- 
ty of Georgia and the University of Maryland College 
Park in collaboration with researchers at several institu- 
tions nationwide. 

The NRRC's mission is to discover and document 
those conditions in homes, schools, and communities 
that encourage children to become skilled, enthusiastic, 
lifelong readers. NRRC researchers are committed to 
advancing the development of instructional programs 
sensitive to the cognitive, sociocultural, and motiva- 
tional factors that affect children's success in reading. 
NRRC researchers from a variety of disciplines conduct 
studies with teachers and students from widely diverse 
cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds in pre-kinder- 
garten through grade 12 classrooms. Research projects 
deal with the influence of family and family-school 
interactions on the development of literacy; the interac- 
tion of sociocultural factors and motivation to read; the 
impact of literature-based reading programs on reading 
achievement; the effects of reading strategies instruction 
on comprehension and critical minking in literaiuie. 
science, and history; the influence of innovative group 
participation structures on motivation and learning; the 
potential of computer technology to enhance literacy; 
and the development of methods and standards for 
alternative literacy assessments. 

The ! * OlC is further committed to the participation 
of teacLers as full partners in its research. A better 
understanding of how teachers view the development of 
literacy, how they use knowledge from research, and 
how they approach change in the classroom is crucial to 
improving instruction. To further this understanding, 
the NRRC conducts school-based research in which 
teachers explore their own philosophical and pedagogi- 
cal orientations and trace their professional growth. 
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ties. Information on NRRC research appears in several 
formats. Research Reports communicate the results of 
original research or synthesize the findings of several 
lines of inquiry. They are written primarily for re- 
searchers studying various areas of reading and reading 
instruction. The Perspective Series presents a wide 
range of publications, from calls for research and 
commentary on research and practice to first-person 
accounts of experiences in schools. Instructional 
Resources include curriculum materials, instructional 
guides, and materials for professional growth, designed 
primarily for teachers. 

For more information about the NRRC's research 
projects and other activities, or to have your name 
added to the mailing list, please contact: 

Donna E. Alvermann, Co-Director 
National Reading Research Center 
318 Aderhold Hall 
University of Georgia 
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(706) 542-3674 

John T. Guthrie, Co-Director 
National Reading Research Center 
3216 J. M. Patterson Building 
University of Maryland 
College Park, MD 20742 
(301) 405-8035 



NRRC Editorial Review Board 



Peter Afllerbach 

University of Maryland College Park 

Jane Agee 
University of Georgia 

JoBeth Allen 
University of Georgia 

Janice F. Almasi 

University of Buffalo-SUNY 

Patty Anders 

University of Arizona 

Harriette Arlington 

University of Kentucky 

Marlia Banning 

University of Utan 

Jill BartoB 
Elizabethtown CoUege 

Janet Benton 

Bowling Green, Kentucky 

Irene Blum 

Pine Springs Elementary School 
Falls Church, Virginia 

David BJoome 

Amherst College 

John Borkowski 
Notre Dame University 

Karen Bromley 

Binghamton University 

Martha Carr 

University of Georgia 

Suzanne Clewell 

Montgomery County Public Schools 
Rockville, Maryland 

Joan Coley 

Western Maryland College 



Michelle Commeyras 

University of Georgia 

Linda Cooper 

Shaker Heights City Schools 
Shaker Heights, Ohio 

Karen Costello 

Connecticut Department of Education 
Hartford, Connecticut 

Jim Cunningham 

Gibsonville, North Carolina 

Karin Dahl 

Ohio State University 

Marcia Delany 

Wilkes County Public Schools 
Washington, Georgia 

Lynne Diaz-Rko 

California State University-San 
Bernardino 

Ann Egan-Robertson 
Amherst College 

Jim Flood 

San Diego State University 
Dana Fox 

University of Arizona 
Linda Gambrell 

University of Maryland College Park 

Mary Graham 

McLean, Virginia 

Rachel Grant 

University of Maryland College Park 

Barbara Guzzetti 
Arizona State University 

Frances Hancock 

Concordia College of Saint Paul, 
Minnesota 



Kathleen Heubach 

University of Georgia 

Sally Hndson-Ross 

University of Georgia 

Cynthia Hynd 

University of Georgia 

David Jar dine 

University of Calgary 

Robert Jimenez 

University of Oregon 

Michelle Kelly 

University of Utah 

James King 

University of South Florida 
Kate Kirby 

Gwinnett County Public Schools 
Lawrenceville, Georgia 

Linda Labbo 

University of Georgia 

Michael Law 

University of Georgia 

Donald T. Leu 

Syracuse University 

Susan Lytic 

University of Pennsylvania 

Bert Mangino 

Las Vegas, Nevada 

Susan Mazzoni 

Baltimore, Maryland 

Ann Dacey McCann 

University of Maryland College Park 

Sarah McCarthey 

University of Texas at Austin 



6 



Veda McClain 
University of Georgia 

Lisa McFafls 
University of Georgia 

Randy McGinnis 
University of Maryland 

Mike McKenna 

Georgia Southern University 

Barbara Michalove 

Fowler Drive Elementary School 
Athens, Georgia 

Elizabeth B. Moje 

University of Utah 

Lesley Morrow 
Rutgers University 

Bruce Murray 

University of Georgia 

Susan Neuman 

Temple University 

John O'Flahavan 

University of Maryland College Park 

Marilyn Ohlhausen-McKinney 

University of Nevada 

Penny Oldfather 

University of Georgia 

Barbara M. Palmer 

Mount Saint Mary 's College 

Stephen Phelps 

Buffalo State College 

Mike Pickle 

Georgia Southern University 

Amber T. Prince 
Berry College 



Gaoyin Qian 

Lehman College-CUNY 

Tom Reeves 

University of Georgia 

Lenore Ringler 

New York University 

Mary Roe 

University of Delaware 

Nadeen T. Ruiz 

California State University- 
Sacramento 

Olivia Saracho 

University of Maryland College Park 

Paula Schwanenflugel 

University of Georgia 

Robert Serpell 

University of Maryland Baltimore 
County 

Betty Shockley 

Fowler Drive Elementary School 
Athens. Georgia 

Wayne H. Slater 

University of Maryland College Park 

Margaret Smith 

Las Vegas, Nevada 

Susan Sonnenschein 

University of Maryland Baltimore 
County 

Bernard Spodek 

University of Illinois 

Steve Stahl 

University of Georgia 

Roger Stewart 

University of Wyoming 



Anne P. Sweet 

Office of Educational Research 
and Improvement 

Louise Tomlmson 

University of Georgia 

Bruce VanSledright 

University of Maryland College Park 

Barbara Walker 

Eastern Montana University-Billings 

Louise Waynant 

Prince George's County Schools 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 

Dera Weaver 

Athens Academy 
Athens, Georgia 

Jaiae West 

Agnes Scott College 

Renee Weisburg 

Elkins Park, Pennsylvania 

Allen Wigffcld 

University of Maryland College Park 
Shelley Wong 

University of Maryland College Park 

Josephine Peyton Young 

University of Georgia 

Hallk Yupp 

California State University 



i 



About the Authors 



Linda B. Gambrell is Associate Dean of Faculty 
Research and Professor of Curriculum and 
Instruction at the University of Maryland. She is 
also a principal investigator with the National 
Reading Research Center and a former classroom 
teacher and reading teacher at the elementary 
school level. In recent years, Dr. GambrelPs 
research has focused on comprehension processes 
and the role of children's literature in the reading 
program. She has published in The Reading 
Teacher, Journal of Reading, and Reading Re- 
search Quarterly, and is co-author, with Robert 
M. Wilson, of Reading Comprehension in the 
Elementary School, published by Allynand Bacon. 
She is currently co-editor of the Journal of Read- 
ing Behavior and a member of the Board of 
Directors of the International Reading Association. 

Barbara Martin Palmer, Ph.D., is Assistant 
Professor of Education and Associate Dean of 
Undergraduate Studies at Mount Saint Mary's 
College, Emmitsburg, MD. Previously, Dr. 
Palmer taught high school Spanish. As a Reading 
Specialist, she taught reading and study skills at a 
variety of levels. In addition to literacy motiva- 
tion, her research interests include comprehension, 
metacognition, and teacher education. Presently, 
Dr. Palmer serves on the Board of Directors of 
the College Reading Association, sits on several 
review boards, and edits Literacy: Issues and 
Practices, the journal of the State of Maryland 
International Reading Association Council. Her 
publications have appeared in the National Read- 
ing Conference Yearbook, Educational Psycholo- 
gist, Contemporary Psychology, and The Reading 
Teacher. 



Rose Marie Codling is a doctoral candidate in the 
Department of Curriculum and Instruction at the 
University of Maryland. She is a former class- 
room teacher and research assistant at the National 
Reading Research Center. She currently teaches 
undergraduate courses in reading methods. Her 
research interests are in the areas of motivation 
and reading disability. Ms. Codling is a member 
of the International Reading Association. She has 
published in and serves on the editorial advisory 
board of Literacy: Issues and Practices, the 
journal of the State of Maryland International 
Reading Association Council. 

Susan Anders Mazzoni is a graduate fellow in 
reading education at the University of Maryland 
College Park and a research assistant at the Na- 
tional Reading Research Center. She has worked 
with both adults and children as a literacy educa- 
tor. Ms. Mazzoni is a member of the International 
Reading Association and Phi Delta Kappa. 



Assessing 
Motivation To Read 

Linda B. Gambrell 
Barbara Martin Palmer 
Rose Marie Codling 
Susan Anders Mazzoni 
University of Maryland College Park 



National Reading Research Center 
Universities of Georgia and Maryland 
Instructional Resource No. 14 
Summer 1995 



Teachers have long recognized that moti- 
vation is at the heart of many of the pervasive 
problems we face in teaching young children to 
read. In a study conducted by Veenman (1984). 
teachers ranked motivating students as one of 
their primary and overriding concerns. A more 
recent national survey of teachers also revealed 
that "creating interest in reading" was rated as 
the most important area for future research 
(O'Flahavan, Gambrell, Guthrie, Stahl, & 
Alvermann, 1992). The value teacners place on 
motivation is supported by a robust research 
literature that documents the link between 
motivation and achievement (Elley, 1992; 
Gambrell & Morrow, in press; Cuthrie, Scha- 
fer, Wang, & Afflerbach, 1993; Purves & 
Beach, 1972; Walberg & Tsai, 1985; Wixson 
& Lipson, 1991). The results of these studies 
clearly indicate the need to increase our under- 



standing of how children acquire the motiva- 
tion to develop into active, engaged readers. 

Research supports the notion that literacy 
learning is influenced by a variety of motiv- 
tional factors (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Eccles, 
1983; Ford, 1992; Kuhl, 1986; Lepper, 1988; 
Maehr, 1976; McCombs, 1991; Wigfield, 
1994). A number of current theories suggest 
that self-perceived competence and task value 
are major determinants of motivation and task 
engagement. For example, Eccles (1983) 
advanced an "expectancy-value" theory of 
motivation which stated that motivation is 
strongly influenced by one's expectation of 
success or failure at a task as well as the "val- 
ue" or relative attractiveness the individual 
places on the task. The expectancy component 
of Eccles' theory is supported by a number of 
research studies which suggest that students 
who believe they are capable and competent 
readers are more likely to outperform those 
who do not hold such beliefs (Paris & Oka, 
1986; Scbunk, 1985). In addition, there is 
evidence which suggests that students who 
perceive reading as valuable and important and 
who have personally relevant reasons for reading 
will engage in reading in a more planful and 
effortful manner (Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck 
& Elliott, 1983; Paris & Oka, 1986). 

The work of other motivational theorists, 
such as Ford (1992) and Winne (1985), has 
been grounded in the expectancy-value theory. 
Ford's (1992) motivational systems theory 
maintained that people will attempt to attain 
goals they value and perceive as achievable. 
Similarly, Winne (1985) viewed the "idealized 
reader" as one who feels competent and per- 
ceives reading as being of personal value and 
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Table 1. Motivation to Read Profile 



READING SURVEY 



CONVERSATIONAL INTERVIEW 



• 


Group Administration 


• 


Individual Administration 


• 


15-20 minutes to administer 


• 


15-20 minutes to administer 


• 


20 iteios 


• 


14 scripted items 


• 


Liken scale cued response 


• 


Open-ended free response 


• 


Subscales: 

Self-concept As a Reader 
Value of Reading 


• 


Sections: 

Narrative Reading 
Informational Reading 
General Reading 



practical importance. Given the emphasis on self- 
concept and task value in motivation theory, it 
seems important that teachers have resources 
for assessing both of these factors. 

A review of current instruments designed 
to assess reading motivation revealed a number 
of instruments for measuring students' general 
attitude toward reading (McKenna & Kear, 
1990; Tunnell, Calder, Justen, & Phaup, 
1988), as well as several that measure the 
specific dimension of self-concept (Harter, 
1981; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990). However, 
none of these instruments specifically address 
the two fundamental components of motivation 
as suggested by motivational theory: self- 
concept and task value. In addition, none of the 
instruments combine the use of quantitative and 
qualitative approaches for assessing reading 
motivation. Our purpose was to develop a 
public-domain instrument that would provide 
teachers with an efficient and reliable way to 



quantitatively and qualitatively assess reading 
motivation by evaluating students' self-concept 
as a reader and the value they place on read- 
ing. This article presents the Motivation to 
Read Profile (MRP), along with a discussion of 
its development and suggestions for use with 
elementary students. The instruments, teacher 
directions, scoring sheet, and scoring instruc- 
tions are provided in the Appendix. 

Description of the Motivation 
to Read Profile 

The MRP consists of two basic instru- 
ments: The Reading Survey and the Conversa- 
tional Interview. The Reading Survey is a 
Likert-type, self-report, group-administered 
instrument, and the Conversational Interview is 
designed to be administered on an individual 
basis (see Table 1), The survey assesses tv/o 
specific dimensions of reading motivation, self- 
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concept as a reader and value of reading, while 
the interview provides information about the 
individual nature of students' reading motiva 
tion, such as what books and stories are most 
interesting, favorite authors, and where and 
how children locate reading materials that 
interest them most. Because the MRP combines 
information from a group-administered survey 
instrument with an individual interview, it is a 
useful tool for exploring more fully the person- 
al dimensions of students' reading motivation. 
The MRP is highly individualized making it 
particularly appropriate for inclusion in portfo- 
lio assessment. 

The Reading Survey 

This instrument (see Appendix) consists of 
20 items and uses a 4-point Likert-type response 
scale. The survey assesses two specific dimen- 
sions of reading motivation: self-concept as a 
reader (10 items) and value of reading (10 items). 
The items that focus on self-concept as a reader 
are designed to elicit information about stu- 
dents' self-perceived competence in reading 
and self-perceived performance relative to 
peers. The value-of-reading items are designed 
to elicit information about the value students 
place on reading tasks and activities, particu- 
larly in terms of frequency of engagement and 
reading-related activities. 

The Conversational Interview 

The interview (see Appendix) is comprised 
of three sections. The first section probes 
motivational factors related to the reading of 
narrative text (3 questions); the second section 



elicits information about informational reading 
(3 questions); and the final section focuses on 
more general factors related to reading motiva- 
tion (8 questions). 

The interview is designed to initiate an 
informal, conversational exchange between the 
teacher and student. According to Burgess 
(1980), conversational interviews are social 
events that can provide greater depth of under- 
standing than more rigid interview techniques. 
While conversational interviews are scripted, 
deviations from the script are anticipated and 
expected (Baker, 1984). The teacher is encour- 
aged to deviate from the basic script in order to 
glean information that might otherwise be 
missed or omitted in a more formal, star.dard- 
ized interview approach. Teachers need to keep 
in mind that the primary purpose of the con- 
versational interview is to generate information 
that will provide authentic inrghts into stu- 
dents' reading experiences. Participating in a 
conversational interview allows children to use 
their unique ways of describing their reading 
motivation and experiences, and it also allows 
them to raise ideas and issues related to per- 
sonal motivation that may not. be reflected in 
the scripted interview items (Denzin, 1970). 

How was the MRP Developed? 

Item selection for the MRP was based on 
a review of research and theories related to 
motivation and included an analysis of existing 
instruments designed to assess motivation and 
attitude toward reading. A number of instru- 
ments were examined in order to gather ideas 
for the development of an initial pool of MRP 
items (Gottfried, 1986; Harter, 1981; Johnson 
& Gaskins, 1991; McKenna & Kear, 1990; 
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Pintrich & DeGroot. 1990; Rrynor & Nochajski, 
1986; Schell, 1992; Tunnell, et al., 1988). 

An assessment instrument is useful only 
if it is valid and reliable. Validity refers to 
the instrument's ability to measure the trait 
ii purports to measure, while reliability 
refers to the ability of the instrument to 
consistently measure that trait. To gain 
information about the validity and reliability 
of the MRP, the Reading Survey, and the 
Conversational Interview were field tested. 

Development and Field Testing of the 
Reading Surrey 

The criteria for item selection and 
development for the survey instrument 
included: (a) applicability t grades one 
through six; (b) applicability to all teaching 
approaches and materials; (c) suitability for 
group administration; and (d) accuracy in 
reflecting the appropriate dimension of 
motivation (i.e., self-concept or value). All 
survey items employ a Likert-type response 
scale. A 4-point scale was used to avoid 
neutral, central response patterns. A 4-point 
scale also seemed more appropriate for 
elementary students as there is some evi- 
dence to suggest that young children have 
difficulty simultaneously discriminating 
among more than five discrete categories 
(Case & Khanna, 1981; Nitko, 1983). In 
order to avoid repetition in the presentation 
of the response alternatives and to control 
for the threat of "response set" (i.e., chil- 
dren selecting the same responses for each 
item), some response alternatives proceed 
from most positive to least positive while 
others are ordered in the opposite way. 



An initial pool of survey items was devel- 
oped based on the criteria described above. 
Three experienced classroom teachers, who 
were also graduate students in reading, cri- 
tiqued over 100 items for their construct valid- 
ity in assessing students' self-concept or value 
of reading. The items that received 100% 
agreement by the teachers were then compiled. 
The agreed upon items were then submitted to 
four classroom teachers who were asked to sort 
the items into three categories of function: (1) 
measures self-concept, (2) measures values of 
reading, and (3) not sure or questionable. Only 
those items that received 100% trait agreement 
were selected for inclusion on the Reading 
Survey instrument. 

The final version of the Reading Survey 
instrument was field tested in the late fall with 
330 third- and fifth-grade students in 27 class- 
rooms in four schools from two school districts 
in an eastern state. To assess the internal con- 
sistency of the Reading Survey, Cronbach's 
(1951) alpha statistic was calculated, revealing 
a moderately high reliability for both third 
grade (.70) and fifth grade (.76). 

Development and Field Testing of the 
Conversational Interview 

Approximately 60 open-ended questions 
regarding narrative and infor mational reading, 
general and specific reading experiences, and 
home and school reading practices were devel- 
oped for the initial pool of interview items. 
These items were field tested in the spring 
with a stratified random sample of 48 students 
(24 third-grade and 24 fifth-grade students). 
These two classroom teachers were asked to 
identify these students according to three 
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reading-ability levels: (1) at grade level, 
(2) above grade level, and (3) below grade 
level. The teachers were then asked to identify, 
within each of the three ability level lists, the 
two most "highly motivated readers" and the 
two "least motivated readers." Twenty-four 
students from the list of most highly motivated 
readers and 24 students from the list of least 
motivated readers participated in the field 
testing of the 60 interview items. Two graduate 
students, who were former classroom teachers, 
analyzed the 48 student protocols and selected 
14 questions that revealed the most useful 
information about students' motivation to read. 
These 14 questions were used for the final 
version of the Conversational Interview. 

Validation of the MRP 

An additional step was taken to validate 
the MRP. Responses to the survey and the 
interview were examined for consistency of 
information across the two instruments. The 
survey and interview responses of two highly 
motivated and two less motivated readers were 
randomly selected for analysis. Two indepen- 
dent raters compared the student responses on 
the survey instrument with their responses on 
the interview for each of the 4 students. For 
example, one item on the survey asks the stu- 
dents to indicate whether they think they are a 
"very good reader," "good reader," "OK read- 
er," or "poor reader." Comments made during 
the conversational interview were then analyzed 
to determine if students provided any confirming 
evidence regarding their self-perceived compe- 
tence in reading as they reported on the survey 
instrument. 



Two raters independently compared each 
student's responses to items on the survey with 
information provided during the interview, 
with an. interrater agreement of .87. There was 
consistent, supporting information in the inter- 
view responses for approximately 70% of the 
information tapped in the survey instrument. 
The results of these data analyses support the 
notion that the children responded consistently 
on both types of assessment instruments (sur- 
vey, interview) and across time (fall, spring). 

Administering the MRP 

The MRP combines group and individual 
assessment procedures. The Reading Survey 
instrument can be administered to an entire 
class, small group, or individual, while the 
Conversational Interview is designed to be 
conducted on an individual basis. 

Administration and Scoring of the Reading 
Survey 

The administration of the Reading Survey 
instrument takes approximately 15-20 min. 
Teachers should take into consideration grade 
level and attention span when deciding how 
and when to administer the survey instrument. 
For e7;ample, teachers of young children may 
decide to administer the first 10 items in one 
session and the final 10 during a second ses- 
sion. 

The survey is designed to be read aloud to 
students (see Appendix for Teacher Direc- 
tions). One of the problems inherent in much 
of the motivational research is that reading 
ability often confounds the results so that 
proficient, higher ability readers are typically 
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identified as "motivated, " while less proficient, 
lower ability readers are identified as "unmoti- 
vated." Research indicates that this character- 
ization is inaccurate and that there are profi- 
cient readers who are not highly motivated to 
read, just as there are less proficient readers 
who are highly motivated to read (McCombs, 
1991; Roettger, 1980). When students are 
instructed to read independently and respond 
to survey items, the results for the less 
proficient, lower-ability readers may not be 
reliable due to their frustration when reading 
the items. For these reasons, the survey 
instrument is designed to be read aloud by 
the teacher to help ensure the veracity of 
student responses. 

It is also important that students under- 
stand that their responses to the survey 
items will not be "graded." They should be 
told that the results of the survey will pro- 
vide information that the teacher can use to 
make reading more interesting for them and 
that the information will only be helpful if 
they provide their most honest responses. 

Directions for scoring the Reading 
Survey as well as a scoring sheet are pro- 
vided (see Appendix). When scoring the 
survey, the more positive response is assigned 
the highest number (i.e., 4) while the least 
positive response is assigned the lowest 
number (i.e., 1). For example, if a student 
reported that s/he is a "good" reader, a "3" 
would be recorded. A percentage score on 
the Reading Survey can be computed for 
each student as well as scores on the two 
subscales (Self-Concept As A Reader and 
Value of Reading). Space is also provided at 
the bottom of the Scoring Sheet for the 
teacher to note any interesting or unusual 



responses that might be probed later during 
the conversational interview. 

Administration of the Conversational Interview 

The Conversational Interview is designed 
to elicit information that will help the teacher 
gain a deeper understanding of a student's 
reading motivation in an informal, conversa- 
tional manner (see Appendix for Teacher 
Directions). The entire interview takes appro x- 
imately 15-20 min but can easily be conducted 
in three 5-7 min sessions, one for each of the 
three sections of the interview (narrative, 
informational, and general reading). Individual 
portfolio conferences are an ideal time to 
conduct the interview. 

We suggest that teachers review student 
responses on the Reading Survey prior to 
conducting the Conversational Interview so that 
they may contemplate and anticipate possible 
topics to explore during the interview phase of 
the MRP. During a conversational interview, 
some children will talk enthusiastically without 
probing, while others may need support and 
encouragement. Children who are shy or who 
tend to reply in short, quick answers can be 
encouraged to elaborate upon their responses 
using nonthreatening phrases like "Tell me 
more about that . . .", "What else can you tell 
me . . .", and "Why do you think that .... " 
Probing of brief responses from children is 
often necessary in order to reveal important 
and relevant information. 

Teacher: are also encouraged to extend, 
modify, and adapt the 14 questions outlined in 
the Conversational Interview, especially during 
conversations with individual students . Follow- 
up questions based on comments made by the 
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students often provide the most significant 
information in such an interview. 

Using the Results of the MRP to Make 
Instructional Decisions 

Information derived from an analysis of 
the results of the MRP can be used to plan 
instructional activities that will support students 
in their reading development. The following 
list provides some ideas for ways in which the 
results can be used to enhance literacy learn- 
ing. First, specific recommendations are pre- 
sented for using the results of the Reading 
Survey and the Conversational Interview. 
Then, general recommendations for using the 
MRP are provided. 

Using the Results of the Reading Survey 

• Because of the highly individualized nature 
of motivation, perhaps the best use of the 
information derived from the Reading Sur- 
vey is a careful examination of an individ- 
ual's responses. Individual responses to 
this survey instrument may provide valu- 
able insights which can be used to create 
more meaningful, motivational contexts 
for reading instruction. For example, if a 
child indicates on the survey form that 
"reading is very hard" and that "reading is 
boring," the teacher can suggest books 
which are of particular interest to the child 
and which the child can read with ease. 

• A total score and scores on the two sub- 
scales of the Reading Survey (Self-Concept 
As A Reader and Value of Reading) can 
be computed for each student. Teachers 



can then identify those children who have 
lower scores in these areas. These students 
may be the ones who are in need of addi- 
tional support in developing motivation to 
read and may benefit from interventions to 
promote reading engagement. 

• Students who have lower subscores on the 
Self-Concept As A Reader scale may 
benefit from experiences that highlight 
successful reading. For example, to build 
feelings of competence, the teacher can 
arrange for the child to read books to 
children in lower grades. 

• Students who have lower subscores on the 
Value of Reading scale may benefit from 
experiences that emphasize meaningful 
purposes for reading. For example, the 
teacher can ask the child to read about 
how to care for a class pet or could in- 
volve the child in class plays or skits. 

• If the class, as a whole, scores low on the 
Value of Reading scale, the teacher can 
implement meaningful cooperative group 
activities where children teach one another 
about what they have read regarding a 
particular topic. The teacher can also 
involve the class in projects which require 
reading instructions (e.g., preparing a 
recipe, creating a crafts project, or per- 
forming a science experiment). 

• Class averages for the total score and 
subscores on the Reading Survey (Self- 
Concept As A Reader and Value of Read- 
ing) can be computed. This information 
may be helpful in obtaining an overview 
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of the classroom level of motivation at 
various joints throughout the school year. 

• Teachers may also analyze class responses 
to an individual item on the Reading Sur- 
vey. For example, if many children indi- 
cate on the survey instrument that they 
seldom read at home, the teacher may 
decide to implement a home reading pro- 
gram, or the teacher might discuss the 
importance of home reading and parent 
involvement during Parent Night. Another 
survey item asks children to complete the 
following statement: "I think libraries are 
. ..." If many students report a negative 
response toward libraries, the teacher can 
probe the class for further information in 
order to identify reasons which can then 
be addressed. 

Using the Results of the Conversational 
Interview 

• The primary purpose of the Conversa- 
tional Interview is to gain insight into what 
motivates the student to engage in reading. 
Therefore, the interview questions focus 
on reading that students find "most inter- 
esting." This information can inform the 
teacher about specific topics, books, and 
authors that the individual student finds 
engaging and motivating. 

• The Conversational Interview might also 
reveal particular activities related to read- 
ing that the child enjoys. For example, one 
child in our field study mentioned his 
father several times during the inter- 
view— reading to his father, telling his 
father about something interesting he had 



read, and selecting and buying tooks with 
his father. In such a situation, s teacher 
can suggest home activities or even spe- 
cific books that the father and child might 
enjoy reading at home. 

• Class responses to items on the Conversa- 
tional Interview may also reveal useful 
information. For example, if many children 
express interest in a particular topic, 
teachers may find ways to include reading 
activities regarding the topic in their 
instructional programs. Many children 
may also express the same interest in a 
particular instructional activity which 
involves reading, such as inviting guest 
readers into the classroom or "Young 
Authors' Night" where children present 
their stories to parents and guests. This 
information can then be taken into 
account for future planning. 

General Recommendations for Using the MRP 

• The MRP can provide a means of assess- 
ing and monitoring student responses to 
innovations in the classroom that are 
designed to promote reading motivation. 
For example, the teacher might collect 
information using the MRP prior to and 
following the implementation of a reading 
motivational intervention, such as a sus- 
tained silent reading program or involve- 
ment in a classroom or a schoolwide read- 
ing motivational program. The informa- 
tion from the MRP can serve as a means 
of monitoring and documenting the effect 
of classroom innovations on student moti- 
vation. 
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• The MRP can be given at the beginning of 
the year to provide the teacher with pro- 
files of each child. This information can 
be placed in children's reading portfolios. 
Teachers may decide to administer the 
MRP several times throughout the school 
year so that changes in the child's attitudes 
and interests about reading can be docu- 
mented and compared. 

• The MRP can be administered at each grade 
level and the assessment data retained so that 
teachers can compare changes in a child's 
self-concept as a reader and value of read- 
ing as s/he progresses from grade to 
grade. 

These are only a sampling of ideas of the 
ways in which the MRP can be used in the 
classroom. Each teacher will have his/her own 
particular insights about ways in which the 
MRP information can best be applied to meet 
the needs of students. 

Cautions About Interpreting Responses to the 
MRP 

It is important to recognize that although 
there is support for the reliability and validity 
of the MRP, it is a self-report instrument, and 
it has limitations that are commonly associated 
with such instruments. For example, it is 
impossible to determine from self-report instru- 
ments alone whether or not students actually 
feel, believe, or do the things they report. Even 
though the elaborate, descriptive information 
gleaned from the interview can substantiate 
survey responses to some extent, it is only 



through careful observation that teachers can 
verify information derived from the MRP. 

Also, one should be cautious when inter- 
preting responses to individual items due to the 
contextual nature of reading motivation. For 
example, a student might feel highly competent 
as a reader when reading high-interest, self- 
selected narrative materials and yet feel far less 
competent when reading content area materials . 
It is more important to look across the survey 
and interview responses to determine patterns 
that reveal factors that are relevant to the 
student's reading motivation. 

Finally, as with any assessment, the MRP 
should be used in conjunction with other 
assessment instruments , techniques , and proce- 
dures. Teachers should consider the MRP as 
one source of information about reading moti- 
vat'on. 

Summary 

Teachers today view motivation as an 
integral component of reading instruction. In 
addition, there are a number of studies that 
suggest a connection between motivation and 
achievement. Current motivational theory 
emphasizes the role of self-perceived compe- 
tence and task value as determinants of motiva- 
tion and task engagement. The Motivation to 
Read Profile was developed to provide teachers 
with an efficient and reliable instrument for 
assessing reading motivation by evaluating stu- 
dents' seif-concept as a reader and the value 
they place on reading. In addition, the assess- 
ment instrument provides both quantitative and 
qualitative information by combining the use of 
a survey instrument and an individual interview. 
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Motivation: Integral component of reading 
instruction. 




There are a number of ways in which the 
MRP can be used to make instructional deci- 
sions, and teachers are in the best position to 
decide how they will apply the information 
gleaned from the MRP in their classrooms. 
Ideally, the MRP will help teachers acquire 
insights about individual students, particularly 
those students about whom teachers worry 
most in terms of their reading motivation and 
development. The individualized nature of the 



information derived from the MRP makes this 
instrument particularly appropriate for inclu- 
sion in portfolio assessment. Careful scrutiny 
of the responses to the Reading Survey and the 
Conversational Interview, coupled with teacher 
observations of student behaviors in various 
classroom reading contexts, can help teachers 
plan for meaningful instruction that will sup- 
port students in becoming highly motivated 
readers. 
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Reading Survey 
Conversational Interview 
Teacher Directions: MRP Reading Survey 
Scoring Directions: MRP Reading Survey 
Scoring Sheet 
Teacher Directions: MRP Conversational Interview 
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TEACHER DIRECTIONS: MRP READING SURVEY 

Distribute copies of the Reading Survey. Ask students to write their names on the space 
provided. 

Say: 

I am going to read some sentences to you. I want to know how you feel about your 
reading. There are no right or wrong answers. I really want to know how you honestly 
feel about reading. 

I will read each sentence twice. Do not mark your answer until I tell you to. The 
first time I read the sentence, I want you to think about the best answer for you. The 
second time I read the sentence, I want you to fill in the space beside your best answer. 
Mark only one answer. Remember: Do not mark your answer until I tell you to. 
Okay, let's begin. 

Read the first sample item. Say: 

Sample #1: I am fn (pause) 1st grade, (pause) 2nd grade, (pause), 3rd grade, (pause) 4th 
grade, (pause) 5th grade, (pause) 6th grade. 

Read the first sample again. Say: 

This time as I read the sentence, mark the answer that is right for you, I am in (pause) 
1st grade, (pause) 2nd grade, (pause) 3rd grade, (pause) 4th grade, (pause) 5th grade, 
(pause) 6th grade. 

Read the second sample item. Say: 

Sample #2: I am a (pause) boy, (pause) girl. 

Say: 

Now, get ready to mark your answer. 
I am a (pause) boy, (pause) girl. 

Read the remaining items in the same way (e.g., number , sentence stem followed by a 

pause, each option followed by a pause, and then give specific directions foi students to 
mark their answer while you repeat the entire item). 
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MOTIVATION TO READ PROFILE 



READING SURVEY 



Name 



Date 



Sample #1: 



I am in 



O 1st grade 
O 2nd grade 
O 3rd grade 



O 4th grade 
O 5th grade 
O 6th grade 



Sample #2: 



I am a 



O boy 
O girl 



1 . My friends think I am 

O a very good reader 

O a good reader 

O an OK reader 

O a poor reader 



2. Reading a book is something I like to do. 

O Never 
O Not very often 
O Sometimes 
O Often 



3. I read 

O not as well as my friends 
O about the same as my friends 
O a little better than my friends 
O a lot better than my friends 



ERIC 



4. My best friends think reading is 



O really fun 

O fun 

O OK to do 

O no fun at all 



5. When I come to a word I don't know, I can 

O almost always figure it out 

O sometimes figure it out 

O almost never figure if out 

O never figure it out 



6. I tell my friends about good bocks I read. 

O I never do this. 

O I almost never do this. 

O I do this som? of the time. 

O I do this a lot. 



7. When I am reading by myself, I understand 

O almost everything I read 

O some of what I read 

O almost none of what I read 

O none of what I read 



8. People who read a lot are 

O very interesting 

O interesting 

O not very interesting 

O boring 



9. Iam 



O a poor reader 

O an OK reader 

O a good reader 

O a very good reader 



10. I think libraries are 

O a great place to spend time 
O an interesting place to spend time 
O an OK place to spend time 
O a boring place to spend time 



1 1 . I worry about what other kids think about my reading 

O every day 

O almost every day 

O once in a while 

O never 



12. Knowing how to read well is 

O not very important 

O sort of important 

O important 

O very important 



13. When my teacher asks me a question about what I have read, I 

O can never think of an answer 

O have trouble thinking of an answer 

O sometimes think of an answer 

O always think of an answer 



25 



14. I think reading is 



O a boring way to spend time 

O an OK way to spend time 

O an interesting way to spend time 

O a great way to spend time 



15. Reading is 

O very easy for me 

O kind of easy for me 

O kind of hard for me 

O very hard for me 



16. When I grow up I will spend 

O none of my time reading 

O very little of my time reading 

O some of my time reading 

O a lot of my time reading 



17. When I am in a group talking about stories, I 

O almost never talk about my ideas 

O sometimes talk about my ideas 

O almost always talk about my ideas 

O always talk about my ideas 



18. I would like for my teacher to read books out loud to the class 

O every day 

O almost every day 

O once in a while 

O never 



2 (J 
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19. When I read out loud I am a 



O poor reader 

O OX reader 

O good reader 

O very good reader 



20. When someone gives me a book for a present, I feel 

O very happy 
O sort of happy 
O sort of unhappy 
O unhappy 
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SCORING DIRECTIONS: MRP READING SURVEY 



The survey has 20 items based on a 4-point Likert scale. The highest total score possible is 80 
points, which would be achieved if a student selects the most positive response for every item on the 
survey. On some items, the response options are ordered least positive to most positive (see item #2 
below), with the least positive response option having a value of 1 point and the most positive option 
having a point value of 4. On other items, however, the response options are reversed (see item #1 
below). In those cases, it will be necessary to recode the reponse options. Items where recoding is 
required are starred on the Scoring Sheet. 

EXAMPLE: Here us how Maria completed items 1 and 2 on the Reading Survey. 



1 . My friends think I am . 

O a very good reader 

• a good reader 
O an OK reader 
O a poor reader 

2. Reading a book is something I like to do. 

O Never 

O Not very often 

O Sometimes 

• Often 



To score item 1 , it is first necessary to recode the response options so that 

a poor reader equals 1 point, 
an OK reader equals 2 points, 
a good reader equals 3 points, 
a very good reader equals 4 points. 

Since Maria answered that she is a good reader the point value for that item, 3, is entered on the first 
line of the Self-Concept column on the Scoring Sheet. See below. 

The response options for item 2 are ordered least positive (1 point) to most positive (4 points), so 
scoring item 2 is an easy process. Simply enter the point value associated with the response that Maiia 
chose. Because Maria selected the fourth option, a 4 is entered for item #2 under the Value of Reading 
column on the Scoring Sheet. See below. 



Scoring Sheet 

Self-Concept as Reader Value of Reading 

♦recode 1. A. 2. _4_ 
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To calculate the Self-Concept raw score and Value raw score, add all student responses in the 
respective column. The Full Survey raw score is obtained by combining the column raw scores. To 
convert the raw scores to percentage scores, it is necessary to divide student raw scores by the total 
possible score (40 for each subscale, 80 for the full survey). 
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MRP READING SURVEY 
SCORING SURVEY 



Student Name 

Grade 

Administration Date 



Teacher 



Self-Concept as Reader 

*recode 1 . 

3. 

*recode 5. 

*recode 7. 

9. 

*recode 1 1 . 

13. 

*recode 15. 

17. 

19. 

SC Raw Score: /40 



recoding scale 

1 = 4 

2 = 3 
3=2 
4 = 1 



Full survey raw score (Self-Concept & Value): 

Percentage Scores Self-Concept 

Value 
Full survey 



ML 



Value of Reading 

2. 

*recode 4. 

6. _ 

*recode 8. 

*recode 10. 

12. _ 

14. _ 

16. _ 

*recode 18. 

*recode 20. _ 
V Raw Score: 



Comments: 



TEACHER DIRECTIONS: MRP CONVERSATIONAL INTERVIEW 

1. Duplicale the Conversational Interview so that you have a form for each child. 

2. Choose in advance the section(s) or specific questions you want to ask from the Conversational 
Interview. Reviewing the information on students' Reading Surveys may provide information 
about additional questions that could be added to the interview. 

3. Familiarize yourself with the basic questions provided in the interview prior to the interview 
session in order to establish a more conversational setting. 

4. Select a quiet corner of the room and a calm period of the day for the interview. 

5. Allow ample time for conducting the conversational interview. 

6. Follow up on interesting comments and responses to gain a fuller understanding of their reading 
experiences. 

7. Record students' responses in as much detail as possible. If time and resources permit, you may 
want to audiotape answers to Al and Bl to be transcribed after the interview for more in-depth 
analysis. 

8. Enjoy this special time with each student! 
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CONVERSATIONAL INTERVIEW 



Student Name: Date: 

A. Emphasis: Narrative Text 

Suggested Prompt (designed to engage student in a natural conversation): 

I have been reading a good book ... I was talking with . . . about it last night. I enjoy talking 
about good stories and books fciat I've been reading. Today I'd like to hear about what you have 
been reading. 

1 . Tell me about the most interesting story or book you have read this week (or even last week). 
Take a few minutes to thirJt about it. (Wait time.) Now, tell me about the book or story. 

Probes: What else can you tell me? 
Is there anything else? 



2. How did you know or find out about this story? 



assigned in school 

chosen out of school 



3 . Why was this story interesting to you? 



O J 



B. Emphasis: Informational Text 



Suggested Prompt (designed to engage student in a natural conversation): 

Often we read to find out about something or to learn about something. We read for information. 
For example, I remember a student of mine . . . who read a lot of books tbout ... to find out as 
much as he/she could about .... Now, I'd like to hear about some of the informational reading 
you have been doing. 

1. Think about something important that you learned recently, not from your teacher and not 
from televisior, but from a book or some other reading material. What did you read about? 
(Wait time.) Teil me what you learned. 

Probes: What else could you tell me? 
Is there anything else? 



2. How did you know or find out about this book/article? 



assigned in school 

chosen out of school 

3. Why was this book (or article) important to you? 
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C. Emphasis: General Reading 

1 . Did you read anything at home yesterday? What? 



2. Do you have any books at school (in your desk/storage area/locker /bookbag) today that you 
are reading? Tell me about them. 



3. Tell me about your favorite author. 



4 . What do you think you have to learn to be a better reader? 



5. Do you know about any books right now that you'd like to read? Tell me about them. 



6. How did you find out about these books? 



7. What are some things that get you really excited about reading books? 



Tell me about . . . 



8. Who gets you really interested and excited about reading books? 



Tell me more about what they do. 
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